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FOREWORD 

This advance report highlights the findings of surveys taken in 

Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, New York, and Philadelphia as part of the 

National Crime Panel, a new inlstrument for measuring levels of crime 
both nationwide and in selected large cities. Conducted for the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration by the U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
the Panel, relying on scientific sampling procedures, gauges the extent 

to which individuals age 12 and over', households, and commercial estab
lishments have been victimized by certain types of crimes. It examines , 
the characteristics of viqtims and, where possible, explores such facets 
of victimization as the relationship between victim and offender, the 

time and place of occurrence, the injury or 106s suffered, and whether 

or not the event was reported to the police. Because the Panel measures 

victimizations not reported to the police, in addition to those that come 

to official attention, it is expected to produce rates of victimization 

higher than those previously documented .. 

Carried out in the first quarter of 1973, the surveys covered 

victimizations tha't, occurred during the previous 12 months. In each city, 

about 10,000 households (some 22,000 persons) and approximately 2,000 

commercial establishments comprised the sample, Although respondents 

were asked about a variety of eyents, o!]1y certain crimes were selected 

for measurement. For individuals, these were ;rape, robberr.r, ass'ault, 

and personal larceny; for households, burglary, larceny, and auto theft; 

and for commercial establishments, burglary and robbery. 

The information presented in this report reflects only those' 

victimizations incurred by the residents and commercial n,rms of each 

City, even though certain incidents may have taken place outside 'the city. 

Victimizations of nonresidents, such as suburban commuters and visitors, 

did not fall within the scope of the surveys. All data frolil the surveys 

are estimates and are subject to errors arising from sampling. A more 

comprehensive report, under preparation, will include data concerning 
sampling errors and additional technical details about the surveys. 
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· . 
GEWERAL FINDINGS. 

,Nearly 3.2 million crimina:\- acts of viol~nce and common theft, 

including attempts, took place in the Nation's five largest cities during 

1972 (Table 1), as ascertained by the National Crime Panel surveys. 
Slightly less than half of these were carried out against individuals, 

approximately two-fifths were committed against households, and roughly 

15 percent were directed against commercial establishments. Crimes of 

theft constituted ~ majority of aLl incidents against person~; about 

one-third of all personal incidents were of a violent ~\c,ture. Moreover 1 , , 
in at least three-fourths of the personal incidents involving violence or 

the ~hreat 0f violence, the confrontation was between strangers, i.e., 
between the victim or victims and pne or more unknown assailants. Burglary 

was the most commonplace household and commercial crime. 

In all five cities, the level of criminal activity, as determined 
by the surveys, was appreciably higher than had previously been measured. 

The total number of:i,.ncidents report.ed by survey respondents was roughly 

double the combined number of comparable offenses recorded by law 

epforcement authorities in the five cities during 1972. Among the various 

tyPes of crimes measured, auto theft came closest in relative terms to 

matching the total reflected in official records ~ By contrast, the 

number of larcenies, ,both personal and household, was nearly four times 

greater ~han the number that had come to of~icial attention. 

Despite some sigh~ficant intercity variations in rates for specific 

types of victimizations, patterns of per sohal victimization in the five 

cities gene~a1ly were similar (Table 2), The victimization rate for 

crimes of personal theft was higher in each city than the rate for crimes 

of personal violence.* Personal larceny without contact was by far the 

most prevalent type of crime in all five cities; rape was the least 

common. All cities registered a rate for robbery and attempted robbery 

, . 
* Rates used in this report ,were computed on the basis of the 

nurrtbel' of victimizations rather than on the number of incidents. Because 
there may be more than one victim during ab.y given crime against persons, 
the number of viGti~zations may be greater than the number of incidents. 
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wi thout injury that .. .'as t.l!,Ti) to four times higher than that for robbery 

and attempted robbery with injury.' In relative terms, the rates for 

aggravated assault. and simple assault diverged less in each city, 

although in all fi,.,e the combined rate for attempted assault, with or 

without a weapon, was about two times higher than the combined rate for 

assaults, both aggravated and simple, that were actually carried out. 
As indicated, certain major variations in victimization rates occurred 

among the cities. The overall rate for robbery was lower in Los Angeles 

(16 per 1,000 population age 12 and over) than in the other four cities, 

where it ranged from 24 -to 32 per 1,000. New York had by far the lowest 

overall rate for assault (11 per 1,000), and its rate for personal larceny 

without contact (37 per 1,000) was less than one-half that of Los Angeles, 

Detroit, and Philadelphia and about one-half that of Chicago. Los Angeles 

had a lower rate than the other four cities for personal larceny with 

contact. 
Personal victimization rates for selected groups (Tables 3a through 

3e) produced some patterns common at least to a majority of the five 

cities. For most types of victimization, males had higher rates than 

females. Also, persons under age 35 were more likely to have been 

victimized than those age 35 or older. Minority races, including blacks, 

had significantly higher victimization rates than whites for such offenses 

as robbery and aggravated assault; the rates for aggravated and simple 

assault were higher among persons never married than among persons married, 

widowed, divorced, or separated. Persons from families with incomes of 

less than $10,000 had a higher rate of victimization for robbery, as well 

as for personal larceny with contact, than their more affluent counterparts. 

On the other hand, the rate for larceny without contact tended to rise 

with the level .of fi~ily income. 
For robbery and ass~ult, the proportion of personal victimizations 

committed by strangers was highest in New York. For rape, it was 

higher in New York than in Detroit, but the differences between New York 

and the other three cities were not statistically significant. The 

tabulation below giv'es for each city the percentage of rape, robbery, 

and assault viC+,imizations involving strangers. 

2 

Rape Robbery Assault 

Chicago 81 94 74 
Detroit 71 92 66 

Los Angeles 77 89 68 

New York 91 97 85 

Philadelphia 76 93 74 
Of the three types of household victimizations, as classified for 

the National Crime Panel surveys, blrglary produced the }.lghest rate in 

all five .. :i,ties, followed in order by household larceny a;'t.d auto theft 

(Table 4).. Detroit had the highest r~te for burgl~y (174 per '1,000 

h011seholds) and e..l..,to theft (49 per 1,0(0), Los Angeles the highest for 

household larceny (131 per 1,000). New York ranked fifth in all three 

classifications; in fact, its rate for burglary was about two-fifths that 

of Detroit and its rate for household lar0eny was one-fourth that of 

Los Angeles. In each city, the rate for burglary involving forcible entry 

was higher than that involving unlawful entry without force; it was about 

twice as high in Detroit and Philadelphia. 

In all five cities, households headed by members of minority races 

were more likely than white households to have been burglarized and, 

except in New York, they were also more apt to have had their car stolen 
(Tables 5a Jl.hrough 5e). House~olds headed by individuals age 65 or over 

had the lowest rate for household victimization. The larger households, 

i.e., those with four or more members, had higher rates tha~n their 

smaller counterparts. With some exceptions, victimization rates for 

household larceny and auto theft rose with the level of family income, 

but there \lila s nO clear pattern with respec t to burgla::';)i. There was 

also no apparent correlation between the rates of victimization and 

the number of housing units in buildings occupied by the victimized 

households. 
Commercial estab1ishments:l.n the five cities W'ere victims of a 

total of abuut 470,000 burglaries and robberies. In each city, 

burglaries of commercial establishments outnumbered robberies, by amounts 

ranging from 3:1 and 7:1. Victimization rates for burglaries of commercial 

3 
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firms were roughly comparable in four cities (Table 6), averaging about . . 
340 per 1,000 commerc1al establishments. In Detroit, however, the rate 
was approximately 600 per 1,000. Detroit also had the highest victim
ization rate for robbery of commercial firms; Los Angeles had the :}..owest. 

Among oommercial establishments of differing s:i.ze, as measured by the 
amount of receipts, a clear pattern of vict,imization failed to emerge. 
Except in Chicago, retail establi$hments generally had higher victim·· 
ization rates for both bur~lary and robbery than other kinds of bus~nesses 

(Tables 7a ~hro~gh 7e). 
Among the cities there emerged a fairly uniform pattern of whether 

or not victimizations were reported to police authorities (Table 8), 
despite some intercity differences with respect to specific offenses. 
In gen~ral, crimes against individuals were least well reportee' , although 

crimes of personal violence were mot's frequently brought to poloice 
attention than crimes of personal theft. Crimes against households 
were more often reported to authorities than crimes against persons; 
crimes in which commercial establishments were targets were the most 
likely of all crimes to hi' bI'OUg:ht, to the attention of the police. 
Attempted victimizations were also far less apt to be reported than 
victimizations which were completed. Personal larceny without contact 
and household larceny were crimes least likely to come to official 
attention. On the other hand, household burglaries involving forcible 
entry and the loss of property, thefts of motor vehicles, and commercial 
burglaries and robberies c~ried through to completion were brought to 

the attention of the police in at least two-thirds of all instanc~s. 
In .each city, the mOf;rb conunonly cited reasons g~.ven for not 

reporting a personal or household crime to the police were a belief 
that, because of lack of proof, nothing could be accomplished by 
reporting the incident, and a feeling that the ind.dent was not 
suffiCiently important to merit poiice attention. The ta't,vlation below 
gives the percentage distribation of reasons advanced for not reporting 

personal and household victim1.zations: 

4 

Nothing could be dene' 
lack of proof ' 

Not important enough 
Police would not want to 

be bothered 
Too im:cmvenient 
Private or personal matter 
Af.raid of reprisal 
Reported to someone else 

Personal 

34 
28 

8 

5 

4 
2 

7 

Household 

37 
31 

9 
4 
,~ 

... ' 
:l. 

3 
Other or not av(dlable 12 12 

As is ShOi'll')., a belief that thl;) police l,.;ould not wish to be bothered 
accounted for less than one-tenth of all reasons cited for not notifying 
the police of a crime. ReafJons for failure to report comme:r'cial 
victimi~I&:t.ions formed a pattern somewhat s:lmllar to those given for 
failure to repl,)rt personal and household i:rlcidents. 
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Table 1- Number of criminal incic.ents, by type and city, 1972 
I 

, I 

Type of incident 
Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

iii 

326,400 

;'1 

Personal 
155,700 314,800 470,6OCJ 204,000 ,I 

Crimes of violence 
116,800 58,400 94,600 183,100 74,100 

Rape,and attempted rape 
6,000 2,500 4,500 5,800 1,800 

Robbery 
55,000 'Xl ,500 29,200 123,100 33,900 

Robbery and ?-ttempted robbery w:Lth injury 14,400 7,000 9,800 28,500 10,200 

Serious assault 
7,100 4,000 5,100 15,400 5,000 

Minor assault 
7,300 3,000 4,700 13,100 'i,?oo 

Robbery m:thout; injury 
26,000 13,900 11,100 64,200 '3,700 

At;tempted robb~ without,iniury 14,700 6,600 8.300 30,400' 9,800 

Assault 
55,800 28.400 60,900' 54,200 38,6OCJ 

AggJ:avated assaru.t; 
24,400 14,700 25.800 20,500 18,300 

Wl.th :injury 
8,6OCJ 4,900 9.400 9,300 8,400 

Attempted assault with weapon 15,800 9.800 16.400 11,300 9,900 

S:imple.assault 
}1,400 13,700 35,100 33.'700 20,200 

With injury 
8,900 2.900 8.900 7',900 5,1.00 

Attempted assault without weapon 22,600 10~ 26,200 25,700 15.,100 

00 Crimes of theft 
209.600 _ 97.300 220,200 2'i!!7,5oo 1.30,800 

Personai larceny with contact 33,000 9,200 12,800 80,100 18,200 

Purse snatching 
11,000 3,800 4,300 30,300 5,700 

Attempted purse snatching 
5,600 1,200 1,600 12,500 ',<l00 

Pocket picking 
16,300 4,200 6,900 37,400 9.500 

Personal larceny without; contact· 176,600 88,200 2Cf{,400 207,400· 11?,900 

Total population age 12 and over 
2,426,{)()Q 1,035,000 2,1'01 ,000 5,666,000 1,386.000 

, 

Table 1. Number Of criminal incidents, by type and city, 1972-continued 

Type of incident Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

Household 248,800 151,600 323,6OCJ 344,500 146,600 

Burglary 126,800 80,100 148,800 184,100 67,000 
Forcible entry , 55,500 40,900 61,6OCJ 76,800 30,600 
Unlawful entry, (without force) 32,300 19,800 48,100 49,400 15,000 
Attempted forcible entry 39,100 19,400 39,200 57,900 21,400 

HOusehold larceny 83,300 49,000 132,000 90,300 53,500 
Completed larceny 75,700 43,$00 121,000 79,500 49,000 
Attempted larceny 7,600 5,100 11,000 10,800 4,500 

Auto theft , 
38,700 22,500 42,800 70,100 26,100 

Completed theft; 28,500 16,700 27,900 50,400 16,300 
Attempted theft, 10,200 5,800 14,900 19,800 0,900 

Total number of households 1~075,000 460,000 1,008,000 2,702,000 616.000 

Commercial 46,100 38,300 55,100 285,000 44,000 

Burglary 37,000 29,700 47,900 216,?00 34,600 
..0 Completed burglary 27,100 19,900 34,300 159,100 ?3,klO 

Attempted burglary 10,000 9,800 13,6OCJ 57,600 11,000 
Robbery 9,100 8,600 7,200 68,300 10,300 

Completed robbery 6,200 ·6,600 5,500 51,800 7,900 
Attempted robbery 2,900 2,000 1,700 16,600 ?,600 

Total number of commercial 'establishments 117,500 48 ,300 154,100 661,000 SS,700 

NOTE: Details may not add to the totals sho~m because of rounding. In Reneral, small differences between any two £iRUTes in this table ;'Jre 
not statistically significant because of sampling. 
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Table 2. Victimi2<ation rates for persons age 1,) and over, by type of victimi2<ation and city. 1
0
7? 

(Rate per 1, COO popul ation ap'e 1? and over) 

Type of victimization 

Crimes of violence 

Rape and attempted rape 

Robbery 
Robbery and attempted robbe17 with injury 

Serious assault 
Hinor assault 

Robbery ~lithout in.jury 
Attempted robbery without injury 

Assault 
Aggravated assault 

With injUry 
Attempted assault with ~Ieapcn 

Simple assault 
With injury 

b Attempted assault without weapcn 

Crimes of theft 
Personal larceny with contact 

Purse snatching 
Attempted purse snatching 
Pocket picking 

Chicap;o 

56 

3 
26 
7 
3 
3 

13 
7 

27 
12 

4-
8 

11. 
1; 

11 

87 

14 
5 
2 

-7 

73 

Detroit 

68 

3 
32 

8 
:; 
3 

17 
8 

33 
18 

6 
12 
15 
3 

12 

95 

9 
4-
1 
4 

85 

Los An,geles New York 

')~ ,(' 

2 

16 ':>4 
r, ') 

3 3 
2 ? 
6 13 

5 6 

35 11 

15 4 
5 2 

10 ':> 

19 6 
') 1 

15 5 

105 ,)1 

7 1') 
2 ') 

1 ? 

4- 7 

Q? '37 

PhiladelpniB 

{', 

?t\ 
8 
4-
4-

1? 
8 

34 
17 

7 

10 
1'7 

4 
13 

05 

14-
4-
? 

7 

81 

Personal larceny without contact 

Details may not add to the totals shown because of rounding. 
are not statistically significant because of sampling. 

In general, small differences between any triO figures in this table 

!;OTE: 

Table 3a. Chicago: Victimization rates for person'" age 12 and over, by characteristics of victims and type of victimization, 107? 

(!tate per 1,000 populatil)D. age 12 and over) 

Characteristic* Rape Robbe!::[ Assault Personal larcenv 
With injury Without iniury Aggravated Simple With contact Without contact 

Total 3 7 20 12 14 14 73 

Sex 
Male (1,109,000) (B) 8 . 28 17 17 g 87 
Female (1,317,000) 5 5 12 8 12 10 (,1 

Age 
12-15 (257,000) (B) 6 26 20 ';>0 6 1)8 
16-19 (219,000) 8' 8 19 29 38 13 101 

20-24 (256,000~ 6 5 33 26 ?6 16 118 
25-34 (412,000 4 7 24 13 16 1, 110 
35-49 (487,000) (B) 7 17 8 10 11l 74-
50 and over (794,000) (B) 6 13 '3 4 17 ,r; 

Race 
White (1,606,000) 2 6 14 11 15 1? '7, 

Black and other (820,000) 4 8 30 14 14 18 7? 

Marital status 
Married (1,198,000) 1 5 15 8 9 11 70 
Never married (800,OOO) 4 7 26 21 24 1';> 86 
Widowed, divorced, separated, and 

not available (428,000) 4 11 20 8 11 ?6 "i(, 

Family income 
Less than $3,000 (231,000) 5 10 28 16 10 ?I) 5? 
$3,000-$7,499 {549,OOO~ 1/. 8 21 1? 13 1q :;4 
$7,500-$9,999 276,000 (B) (B) 18 14 1"4 16 7(, 
$10,000-$14,999 (592,000~ 2 5 19 14 16 11 87 
$15,000 or more (505,000 (B~ 5 16 9 13 9 Q1 

Not available (271,000) (B 9 20 10 14 11 61 

NOTE: In general, small differences between any two figures :in this table are not statistically significant because of samplinp.. 
* Number:in parentheses refers to population :in the group. 
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this category was too small to be statistically reliable. 
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Table 4. H(1).eehold viotirnization rate,5, by type of vict1rnil!ation nnd Qity, t9'12 
(Rate per 1,000 households) 

• ! 

'l'ype of vic ti~lizatiQn dhictlgo Detroit Loa Angeles New York Ph1.ladl;llph:l.1l 
I 

I 

174 lhO 68 109 Bu1'81ary 118 
Forcible entry 52 $9 61 28 50 
Unl a~l.ful entry . 

43 lie 16 ~4 (without force) 30 
Attempt,ed ;('orcible 

:3~ M2 ~9 21 :3 15 entry 
Hou6tlhold larcenY 77 106 1:31 3:3 8"/ 

Cornpleted leroeny 70 95 120 29 79 
Attempted larceny 7 11 11 h 7 

Auto theft ~6 49 42 "6 4? 
Completed 'bhei't 27 :36 26 19 :'6 
Attompttld theft 9 1;3 15 7 16 

Ii 
I' I I 

NOTE I Dotails may not add to' the totalf) IIhown booause 01' 1'OurtdirtJ3! III (!t:lnCl'al, 
Dlnall d1fi"erences botWElen any two !'i({uroll in this tabla arc not 
etatistioall.y ai~nii'icant bec!\u(le 01' samplil'lp;1 

1.6 

! 
I 

I 
i 

~ 
:1 
11 
( 

I 
l 
( 

'l'uble 5a. Oh:loogo; Houaehold v:lc'l:.:1.miza~ion ral:.oo, bY' OOIJt'nctQt'iel:.ioll 
of victimized houoehOlde nnd type of v:1.ccimizat:l.on, 1972 

(nato por 1,000 hcUlloholde) 

Chnt'aeter:l.otic'~ ',IOUBehOl.d 10J:toony Auto the£t 

Total. 

Raco 01' head ot houlJElhold 
White (735,000) 
11lack and othl;l~' (31,0,000) 

Ago 0;1.' hoad or houoahold 
12-19 19'°00) 
20-;31, 293 ,OOO~ 
35-49 277,000 
50 ... 61,. 292,000 
65 phd OVO!' (20h,000) 

NUmboX' oJ: pereons :1.11 hOUflOhold 
3. (265,000) 
2-.3 (h90,OOO) 
't-5 (221,000) 
6 or more (99,000) 

ArnoUl'lt 01' !'nmily il1cotno 
LOIII,l\;hon $;3,000 (lh9,OOo) 
ih3,000-:Ji7,h99 (262,000) 
:~7, 500-:1:9,999 (126,000) 
*10,OOO-$lh,999 ~;m,OOO) 
:1:1 ~,OOO-:l::U., 999 11.,2,000) 
*25,000 or moro .34,000) 
Not avniloble (1:32,000) 

'1'onure 
OwMt;i U,05,OOO) 
Uonted \670,000) 

118 

100 
156 

119 
loa 
1:39 
11.5 
120 
161. 
10'1 

10'7 
12h 

77 

77 
79 

(il) 
101.. 
97 
66 
28 

61 
6:3 
75 
B8 

106 
10~ 
71 

9h 
67 

, J 

:<15 
'i9 

Number of unita in atructul'O 
ocoupiod b~ houaehold 
1 (272,000 lOa t06 :39 
2(~h,OOO % 75 M 
:3-4 (199,000) 129 tl2 4.3 
5-9 (129,000) 1.38 61. h1 
10 or iIIoro (217.,000) . 1.31 6::! 25 
Not nVllilable (211,000) 159 ~1 57 

I I f 

NOTE; In general, small di1.'i'erancea betwolJn any \"WO l'i~uretl in thia table are 
not s'\;ntiati(Jally sign:l.i'ioont because ot samplinn. 

'* Number in,parentheaof'.l rf'.lfera to households in the group, 
a Rnto not shown because estimated number of v:l.ct;!.mizll\;iona in this category 

wuatoo I)mo.1.1 to be statist1cal.ly reliable. 
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Table 5p. Detroit: Household victimizat.iotl ratee, by characteristics 
of victimized households oold type of victimization, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Characteristic* 

'l'otal 

Race of head of household 
White (25111000) 
Bla~k and other (206,000) 

Age of head of household 
12-19 15'000) 
20-~4. 121jOOQ~ 
35-49 107,000 
50-64 129,000 
65 and over (98,000) 

Number of persons in household 
1 (115,000) 
2-3 (208,000) 
4-5 (92,000) 
6 or more (451000) 

Amount of family income 
Less than $3,000 (80,000) 
$~,OQQ-$7,499 (112,000) 
$7,$00-$9,999 (51,000) 
$10,000-$14,999 ~99'OOO~ 
$15,000-$24,999 62,000 
$25,000 or more 13,000 
Not aVaL\able (43,000) 

Tenut'e 
Owned (287,000) 
Rented (174,000) 

Number of units in stl'Ucture 
OCCllpied b;y household 
1 (290,000) 
2 (75,000) 
3-4 (17,000) 
$-9 (11,000) 
10 or more (561000) 
Not available ~1O,000) 

Burglary 

174 

147 
208 

249 
224 
193 
160 
106 

145 
156 
220 
236 

152 
18S 
182 
173 
192 
189 
147 

180 
163 

185 
179 
142 
167 
125 
151 

Household l~ceny 

106 

100 
115 

(B) 
128 
143 
100 

50 

51 
93 

145 
228 

67 
97 

115 
132 
122 
196 
85 

116 
90 

120 
107 
77 as 
53 
72 

Auto theft. 

49 

(B) 
63 
64 
45 
17 

27 
h6 
7? 
57 

18 
35 
66 
62 
67 
90 
52 

49 
48 

50 
51 

(~) 
(
49 
B) 

NOTE: In gene:rlll, small ditrerences between any two .figures in this table are 
no~ statistically significant because of samplinl{. 

* Numbel' in parenthesss refers t.o households in the group. 
B Rate not shown because estimat.ed number of victimir.ations in this cstegory 

was '~oo small to be at~biBticully reliable. 
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Table 50. Los Angel.es: Household victimization rates by characteristi a 
of victimized households and type of vic'bim1zation, 1972 0 

(Ra'be per 1,000 households) 

Characteristic* 

Total 

Race of head of household 
White (798,000) 
Black and other (210,000) 

Age or head of household 
12-19 112,000) 
20-34 291, OOO~ 
35-49 275,000 
50-61f 252,000 
65 and over (178,000) 

Number or persona in household 
1 (302,000) 
2-3 (Me,OOO) 
h-5 (181H 000 ) 
6 0);' more (64,000) 

Amoun-~ of family income 
Less than $3,000 (159,000) 
$3,000-$7,499 (279,000) 
*7,500-$9,999 (107,000) 
$10,000-*lh,999 f192,000) 
$15, 000-$21f\ 999 139,000) 
$2,,000 or more 67,000) 
Not:. available (65,000) 

Tenure 
Owned (1}29 , 000) 
Retlted t579,000) 

Number of units in structure 
occupied b~ hOusehold 

Burglary 

136 
192 

.302 
177 
159 
136 
as 

Ih6 
140 
157 
183 

15h 
llf3 
177 
1.37 
lh9 
177 
103 

136 
156 

Household larceny 

131 
129 

13~ 
168 
156 
111' 

59 

71 
134 
171! 
267 

87 
12h 
136 
lh5 
177 
159 
90 

Auto theft 

42 

.36 
66 

(B) 
6h 
47 
3h 
11 

38 
40 
52 
45 
44-
41 
38 

3h 
49 

1 ~579,ooO) 151 41 
2 \39,000) 165 1 r 42 
3-4 (58,000) 165 151f 1f2 
5-9 (78,000) 116 115 50 
10 or more (239,000) 141 111 39 
Not available (15,000) 200 1123 h2 

v? 45 

NOTE: 1.1'1 general, small dirterences between ar\y~wo £i~res in t.hiscebl 
.x- r,ot s'l:.atistically Significant because of sampling. e are 

Nu~~er in parentheses refers to households in the group. 
B t Ra", not shown because estima.ted number of vic,t:.imiza'l;iClu~ in this ,.. t 

was c!) ,mall tel be statistiCally :reliable. . • ~a ep.,ory' 
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Table Sd. New York: Household viotimization rates, by oh61'acteristios 
of viotimized nouseholds and type of viot;!.mizati(m, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Charaoteristic* .Burglary UousehOld laroeny f;uto theft 

Total . 

Race of head of household 
White (2,109,000) 
Black and other (593,000) 

Age of head of household 
1:;.!-19 \141000) 
20-34 755'000~ 
35~49 701,000 
50-64 677,000 
65 and over (548,000) 

Number of pereons in household 
1 (7ts,000) 
2-3 1,291,000) 
4-5 533 1000) 
6 or more (134,000) 

Amount of family inoome 
Less than $3,000 (286,000) 
$3,000-$7,499 (755,000) 
$7,500-$9,999 (316,000) 
$10,000-$14,999 537,OOOi 
$15,000-$24,999 313,000 
$25,000 or more 110,000 
Not available (355,000) 

Tenure 
Owned (627,000) 
Rented (2,076,000) 

Number of units in structure 
occupied b1 household 
1 (360,000 
2 (412,000 
3-4 (207,000) 
5-9 (195,000) 
10 or more (1,454,000) 
Not available (74,000) 

(B) 
77 
83 
68 
')7 

56 
67 
7S 

112 

52 
69 
80 
64 
81 
84 
58 

81 
64 

71 
61 
81 
69 
67 
75 

33 

32 
37 

(B) 
33 
43 
37 
19 

15 
32 
53 
70 

20 
18 
36 
47 
56 
53 
29 

62 
25 

61 
50 
35 
2;3 
23 
44 

2$ 
ta 

(B) 
34 
32 
25 
9 

10 
29 
41. 
29 

(B) 
1.3 
30 
38 
51 
39 
2,) 

32 
37 
26 
';7 
n 

(B) 

NOTE: In general, small differences between any two figures in this table are 
not statistioally signifioant beoause of sampling. 

* Number in parentheses refers to households in the group. 
B Rete not ehown becauee estimated number of victimizations in this oategory 

was too small to be statistioally reliable. 

2(l 

Table Set Phtladelphia: Household viotimization rates, by oharacteristics 
of victimi~ed households and type of victimization, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Charaoterietio* Burglary Household larceny Auto theft 

Total 109 87 42 

Raoe of head of household 
White (417,000) 83 87 37 
Black and other (199,000) 163 86 55 

Age of head of household 
12-\9 r'OOO) 150 (B) (B) 

. 20-% 153'OOO~ 176 129 57 
35-49 149,000 112 tt8 57 
50-64 176,000 84 65 40 
65 and over (131,000) 60 32 12 

Number of persons in household 
1 (153,000) 115 38 2:;> 
2-:3 ~285jOOO~ 106 75 ~ 1;-5 126,000 109 140 
6 or more (53,000) 104 164 54 

Amount of family income 
Lesa than $3,000 (100,000) 115 52 14 
$:3,000-$7,499 ~164'000) 107 82 :37 
$7,;00-$9,999 76,000) 1~1 101 55 
$10,000-$14,999 ~128,000) 102 104 51 
$15,000-$24,999 66,OOO~ 101 94 56 
$25,000 or more 12,000 87 107 91. 
Not available (69,000) 103 90 43 

Tenure 
Owned (378,000) 89 a8 44 
Rented (238,000) 140 85 40 

Number of units in structure 
occupied b) household 
1 ~417'OOO 97 92 43 
2 ;$,000) 117 70 42 
3-4 p9,000~ 189 87 39 
5-9 26,000 121 71 24 
10 or more (59,000) • 114 72 (55 Not available (17,000) 1')8 102 B) 

NOTE: In general, small differenoes between any two figures in this table are 
not statistioally significant beoause of sampling. 

* Number in parentheses refers to households in the gro~p. 
B Rate not shown beoause estimated number of victimizations in this oategory 

was too small to be statistically reliable. 



Table 6. Commercial victimization rates, by type of victimization and city, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

TYPe of victimization Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

13urglary 317 615 311 328 3:;10 

Completed burglary 231 412 223 241 266 

Attempted burglary 86 203 88 87 124 

Robbery 77 179 1t7 103 116 

Completed robbery 53 137 36 78 87 

Attempted robbery 21t lt2 11 25 21 --_._--
;O-~~-;~ small differences between any two ~igures in this table are 

not statistically significant because of sampl~nR' 
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Table 7a. Chicago: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized establishments and type of victimization, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Characteristic* Burglary Robbery 

Total 317 77 

Kind of business 
Retail (43,500) 372 135 
Wholesale (4,400) 203 107 
Service (52,900) 270 43 
Other (16,600) 339 28 

Amount of receipts 
Less than $10,000 (17,700) 384 61 
$10,000-$24,999 (14,400) 273 100 
$25,000-$49,999 (12,000~ 224 90 
$50,000-$99,999 (10,700 258 92 
$100,000-$499,999 (17,300) 27') 83 
$500,000 or more (14,100) 478 61 
No sales or amount not 

available (31,300) 300 70 

Number of paid employees 
1-3 (43,loo~ 278 85 
4-7 (18,800 290 78 
8-19 (13,400) 311 45 
20 or more (13,900) 511 134 
None and not available (28,300) 295 52 

NOTE: In general, small differences between anv two figures in this table 
are not statistically significant because of samplinR. 

* Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group. 

23 



~able 7b, Detroit: Co~ercial victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized establishment~ and type of viotimization, '97~ 

(Rate per 1,'000 esta1;»:.I.shmants) 

Charo.ctrristic* Burglary Robbery 
~* 

,. 
10tel 615 179 

Kind o£ business 
Ret~l (lQ,700) . 720 ')70 
Wholes~e (2,000) 6213 (a) 
Service (21,300) ~51 9') 

other (8,hoo) ,67 37 

Amount of receipts 
619 Less than $109000 (9,400) 209 

$10,000-$24,9 9 ~~'7oo~ 612 221 
$25 ,000-$49,999 ,,600 ~16 126 
$SO,OOO-$99,999 ,,900 537 145 
$100iooO~$499,999 (8,900) il~ 

259 
$500,000 or more (5j300) 232 
No sales or amount not 

456 ;313 available (7,400) 

Number of paid employee a 159 1-3 ~17'')00) 549 
4-7 8,300) 556 202 
8 .. 19 (6 1400) 7h7 232 
20 or more (5,400) 8'2.7 163 
None and not available (10,900) 583 '68 

j, ,. , • 

NOTE I In general, small di£rerences betWeen any two figures in this table 
are not statistically signif~cant beca~se of aamplinR. 

* Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the Rroup. 
B Rats not shown beoau~e es~imated number of victimizations in this 

catogory was too small to be statistically reliable. 
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Table 70, Los Angelos: Cpmmer9ial victimiz~tionrates, by characteristics 
of victimi~eQ establishments and type at victimization, 1972 

(R!lte pel'· 1, 000 eert,~bli6hmenta) . 

Cl1araoterilltic* Burglarr noPPery , --Total )U 117 

Kind of busin~ss 
n!)ta1,l (42,000) :;09 95 
Wholesale (6,300) 236 (B) 
Serrl.oe ~Q7'4oo) 250 36 
other (3 ,hOO) 213 1.9 

Am9unt of re~eipts 
LefJ~than $10,000 (24,loo) 36') h9 
$10,000-$24,999 ~23'3dO~ 344 53 
$t5,000~$49,999 21,400 261 34 
$50jOOO-$99,',;9 20,900 ;3.66 71 
$100,OOC.$("tN,999 (279

100) )60 67 
$500,OO() or mOl'lil (16, 00) 2p6 3;:> 
No ll~eS or /lllloupt not 

available (20,300) . tal (l3) 

Numb~r of paid ~mploYee6 
1"'3 ~'9'700~ 2BB 40 
11-7 25,2QO 326 70 
t3-19 (:1.7,100) 2~2 58 
20 0);' more (15,400) 3h7 53 
None an~ not available (38,100) 3'2.(:\ ~h 

NOTE: In gf;lneral, arnall difl'flr~noee. bf;\twee~ any two' !'i~ul'es in thi~' table are 
not atat:l.st.ioally significant beoauae of sampling. 

* ~u/1i\1el;' in paren1;h~ses rsi'er!! tq ollsinssa sstabli(1hments it! t~e p;roup. 
B Rate npt snown because estimated numbsrof victim:l.~ationa in this cate~ory 

was too small to be $totistically re~iable. • 
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Table 7d. New York: Commercial victimization rates, by characteristics 
of victimized establishments and type of victimization, 1972 

(Rate per-1,OOO establishments) 

Characteristic* Burglary Robbery 

'l'otal 328 103 

Kind of business 
Retail (200,'100) 429 212 
Wholesale (85,200) 291 40 
Service (251,500) 292 56 
other (123,700) 262 be 

Amount of receipts 
Less than $10,000 (64,000) 348 113 
$10,000-$24,999 ~78'2oo~ 327 147 
$25,000·$49,999 77,700 371 92 
$'0,000-$99,999 103,100) 309 1.21 
$100,000-$499,999 (122,400) ;381 103 
$500,000 or mare (137,100) 274 99 
No sales or amount not 

available (78,500) .305 49 

Number of paid eOlploytleS 
266 92 1~3 ~21~9'300} 

4-7 11;3,800 371 108 
8-19 (88,800 412 129 
20 or more (80,200) 1M 117 
None and not available (128,aoo) 300 95 

NOTE: In general, small differences betl1een any two figures in this table 
are not statist~cally significant becau~e of sampling. 

"* Number in parentheses refers to business estSblishments in the group. 
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'l'able 7e. Philadelphia: Commercial victimization rates, by 
characteristics of victimized establishments and type of 
victimization, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 establishments) 

Characteristic"* Burglary Robbery 

Total 390 116 

Kind of business 
Retail (.32,300) 49.3 234 
Wholesale (6,000) 500 (Bl 
Service (36,200) .307 42 
Other (14,200) 323 69 

Amount of receipts 
Less than $10,000 (19,000) 284 79 
$10,000-$24,999 ~13,600~ 393 104 
$25,000-$49,999 11,300 473 152 
$50,000-$99,999 10,600 447 163 
$100,000-$499,999 (11,800) 461 183 
$500,000 or more (8,700) 429 90 
No sales or amount not 

available (13,600) 335 72 

Number of paid employe~s 
1-3 ~28,600~ 411 123 
4-7 12,700 469 154 
8-19 (9,000 489 209 
20 or more (7,300) 452 93 
None and not available (31,100) 296 74 

NOTE: In general I small differences between any two figures in this table 
are not statistically significant because of sampling. 

* Number in parentheses refers to business establishments in the group. 
B Rate not shown because estimated number of victimizations in this 

category was too small to be statistically reliable. 
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Table 8. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of victimization ,and city, 1972 

Type of 'Victimization Chicago Detroit Los Angeles ljew York Philadelphia 

Personal. 37 39 33 J8" 36 

Crimes of violence 48 51 44 45 47 
Rape and attempted rape 53 55 46 -61 55 
Robbery 52 (fJ 48 47 50 

Robbery and attempWd robbery with injury 69 75 64 50 64 
Serious assault 70 72 69 58 70 
Minor assault 61 79 57 41 57 

Robbery without injury 57 62 51 51 57 
Attempted robbery nthout. injury" 'Zl 39 'Zl 33 Zl 

Assault 44- 42- 42- 41 44-
Aggravated assault 52 53 52 -57 51 

With injury 72 68 57 73 59 
Attempted assault wi.th weapon 41 46 50 44- 46 

Simple assault 37 28 34 31 36 
l\l With injury 54 41 46 45 54 
Ol Attempted assault without weapon 31 25 .30 Z7 31 

Crimes of theft 30 31 28 33 28 
Personal larceny wit~ contact 41 48 37 37 39 

Purse snatching 61 74 58 53 51 
Attempted purse snatching 19 (B) (B) 22 (B) 
Pocket picking 35 35 26 29 35 

Personal larceny withou'~ contact 28 29 Z7 31 Zl 

.... 

Table 8. Percent of victimizations reported to the police, by type of victimization and City, 1972--continued 

Type of victimization qhicago Detroit Los Angeles Wew York ~adelpbia 

Household 48 50 44 49 46 
Burglary 53 57 53 52 55 

Forcible entI"J 74 75 75 71 78 
Unl?wful entry (without force) 40 44 45 52 44 
Attempted forcible entry 35 35 30 25 31 

Household larceny 26 25 25 24 2::> 
Completed larceny 27 26 25 25 ?2 
Attempted larceny 20 18 31 (B) 25 

Auto theft 78 78 69 73 69 
Completed theft 93 96 92 92 92 
Attempted theft .35 26 26 26 32 

Commercial 75 77 73 80 78 
'Burglary 71 76 71 79 75 
Robbery "91 83 84 82 BB 

Completed robbeI"J 97 90 95 89 96 
Attempted robbery 81 61 50 64 66 

NOTE: In general, small differences between any two figures in this table are not statistically significant because of samDlin~. 
B Percent not sho~m because estimated number of victimizations in this cate~ory was too small to be statistically significant. 
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